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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: application filed 01/15/02. 

2. Claims 1-38 are pending in the case. Claims 1, 11,21, and 31, are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 6-11, 16-21, 26-38, are rejected under 35 U*S.C, 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hubert, EP 1087306 A2, filed 8/29/2000. 

In reference to independent claim 1, Hubert teaches: 

The Knowledge Pump tool allows users to make recommendations on documents in the 
form of a rating (e.g. 1 to 5 stars) plus a comment section (text field) explaining why a document 
is interesting or not (compare to ''generating an affinity between a topic and the user, wherein 
the affinity has an affinity strength '). See page 5, lines 4-15. The claim language fails to clearly 
define how the affinity is generated and what the affinity describes. Furthermore, the terms, as 
presently claimed, do not preclude the Examiner from utilizing a rating as an affinity related to a 
document (topic) and a user. 

Using XML/RDF, the following fragment illustrates how such information could be 
encoded, assuming "Peter" wants to give a recommendation about a technical article (compare to 
''requesting approval from the user to publish the generated affinity''). See page 5, lines 30-35. 
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The reference suggests a similar approval of a user to offering the recommendation about a 
technical paper. 

A tool at the source includes a tool that extracts and uses this knowledge (compare to 
''determining whether the user consents to the publication of the affinity''). See page 5, lines 
45-50. 

An advantage of storing comments with the document in question is that specific 
recommendation databases are no longer needed; all recommendations are stored with the 
document in question. When a user receives a particular document, all relevant comments are 
stored with it, ready for the user to read at his/her leisure (compare to ''publishing the affinity to 
a content catalog if it is determined that the user consents to the publication of the affinity''). 
See page 5, lines 47-55. The reference discloses the storage of recommendations affinities 
variables and the retrieval of those comments, by a user, at his/her leisure. Hubert does not 
explicitly disclose the publication of documents; however, the retrieval of documents in a 
client/server environment provides a reasonable suggestion of a publication and allows for 
similar advantages based on the user's approval and submission of various recommendations. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified the recommendation submission and client/server techniques as 
taught by Hubert to provided a method of publication through experts/communities, which 
would provide a distinct advantage utilizing meta documents within a client/server environment. 
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In reference to dependent claim 6, Hubert teaches: 

All recommendations are stored with the document in question. When a user receives a 
particular document, all relevant comments are stored with it, ready for the user to read at his/her 
leisure. See page 5, lines 45-56. 
In reference to dependent claim 7, Hubert teaches: 

The comments are XML related meta-documents and could be delivered through an 
email service. See page 6, lines 1-10. 
In reference to dependent claim 8 and 9, Hubert teaches: 

The Knowledge Pump tool allows users to make recommendations on documents in the 
form of a rating (e.g. 1 to 5 stars) plus a comment section (text field) explaining why a document 
is interesting or not (compare to "generating an affinity between a topic and the user, wherein 
the affinity has an affinity strength''). See page 5, lines 4-15. The claim language fails to clearly 
define how the affinity is generated and what the affinity describes. Furthermore, the terms, as 
presently claimed, do not preclude the Examiner fi*om utilizing a rating as an affinity related to a 
document (topic) and a user. 

An advantage of storing comments with the document in question is that specific 
recommendation databases are no longer needed; all recommendations are stored with the 
document in question. When a user receives a particular document, all relevant comments are 
stored with it, ready for the user to read at his/her leisure. See page 5, lines 47-55. 
In reference to dependent claim 10, Hubert teaches: 

The Knowledge Pump tool allows users to make recommendations on documents in the 
form of a rating (e.g. 1 to 5 stars) plus a comment section (text field) explaining why a document 
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is interesting or not (compare to ''generating an affinity between a topic and the user, wherein 
the affinity has an affinity strength''). See page 5, lines 4-15. 

In reference to claims 11, 16, and 17-20, the limitations of the claims reflect the system 
comprising instructions used for performing the methods as claimed in 1,6, 7-10, respectively, 
and in further view of the following, are rejected along the same rationale. 
In reference to claims 21, 26, and 27-30, the limitations of the claims reflect the system 
comprising computer readable instructions used for performing the methods as claimed in 1 , 6, 
7-10, respectively, and in further view of the following, are rejected along the same rationale. 
In reference to claims 31-38, the limitations of the claims reflect the system for carrying out 
similar methods to those previous claimed in 1 , 6, 7-10, and therefore are rejected along the same 
rationale. 

5. Claims 2, 3, 12, and 13, are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hubert as applied to independent claim 1 above, and further in view of Minter USPN 
6,560,588 filed (10/30/97). 

In reference to dependent claim 2, Hubert teaches: 

The use of meta-documents is a simple way to provide recommendations (and identified 
experts and communities) beyond the scope of one organization. See page 5, lines 10-15. 
However, the reference does not explicitly discloses the utilization of threshold values associated 
with a user; however, Minter teaches the calculation of scores, which are used to allocate friends 
for each user. For example, one user is considered, and for each pair of which he is a member, 
the other member will be his friend, if the score for that pair is above a threshold value. The 
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reference demonstrates the associations between a score and a user. If the score reaches a 
threshold, the user inherits a friend through the service. The score provides a proficient method 
for using a score as a variable and determining whether the score reaches a specific threshold 
value (compare to "determine whether a first affinity variable for the user for a given topic has 
reached a threshold; and associating the user with the given topic for the first affinity variable 
which reaches the threshold"). See column 6, Hnes 22-39. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of 
Hubert and Minter before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the meta document 
methods taught by Hubert to include the threshold methods of Minter, because they would have 
provided a user the benefit of having a ranking method to further identify experts in a web 
environment. 

In reference to dependent claim 3, Hurbert teaches: 

The use of meta-documents is a simple way to provide recommendations (and identified 
experts and communities) beyond the scope of one organization. See page 5, Hnes 10-15. 
However, the reference does not expHcitly discloses the utilization of threshold values associated 
with a user; however, Minter teaches the calculation of scores, which are used to allocate friends 
for each user. For example, one user is considered, and for each pair of which he is a member, 
the other member will be his friend, if the score for that pair is above a threshold value. The 
reference demonstrates the associations between a score and a user. If the score reaches a 
threshold, the user inherits a friend through the service. The score provides a proficient method 
for using a score as a variable and determining whether the score reaches a specific threshold 
value (compare to ''determine whether a first affinity variable for the user for a given topic has 
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reached a threshold; and associating the user with the given topic for the first affinity variable 
which reaches the threshold^'). See column 6, lines 22-39. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of 
Hubert and Minter before him at the time the invention was made, to modify the meta document 
methods taught by Hubert to include the threshold methods of Minter, because they would have 
provided a user the benefit of having a ranking method to further identify experts in a web 
environment. 

In reference to claims 12 and 13, the limitations of the claims reflect the system comprising 
instructions used for performing the methods as claimed in 2 & 3, respectively, and in further 
view of the following, are rejected along the same rationale. 

In reference to claims 22 and 23, the limitations of the claims reflect the system comprising 
computer readable instructions used for performing the methods as claimed in 2 &3, 
respectively, and in further view of the following, are rejected along the same rationale. 

6. Claims 4, 5, 14, 15, 24, and 25, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hubert in view of Minter and further in view of Tedesco et al., USPN 
6,349,295 filed(12/31/1998) 

In reference to dependent claim 4 and 5, Hubert teaches: 

The use of meta-documents is a simple way to provide recommendations (and identified 
experts and communities) beyond the scope of one organization. See page 5, lines 10-15. 
However, the reference does not explicitly disclose the utilization of a predefined threshold. 
Tedesco provides elements within a document exceeding a predefined and dynamically 
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established threshold. As presently claimed, and with no further description of the threshold, it is 
unclear to the Examiner what type of threshold is utilized within the affinity information. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was to modify the knowledge tool of Hubert and utilize the threshold values taught by Tedesco, 
because it would have given the author the added benefit of preventing unnecessaiy comments 
within the knowledge tool. 

In reference to claims 14 and 15, the limitations of the claims reflect the system comprising 
instructions used for performing the methods as claimed in 4 &5, respectively, and in further 
view of the following, are rejected along the same rationale. 

In reference to claims 24 and 25, the limitations of the claims reflect the system comprising 
computer readable instructions used for performing the methods as claimed in 4 &5, 
respectively, and in further view of the following, are rejected along the same rationale. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Cohen et al., USPN 6,356,898 filed (1 1/13/98) 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to Matthew J. Ludwig whose telephone number is 703-305-8043. 

The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on 703-308-5465. The fax phone number for the 

organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or PubHc PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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